were Mr. Hoover and Mr. Baker, and he identified the statements taken
from the employees (Exhibits R-7 through R-13).  He confirmed that the
statements were reviewed with Mr. Dickey!s union representative during
the 24/48 hour labor-management conference concerning the proposed
discharge, and the statements were also used during the arbitration
hearing (Tr. 617). Mr. "Morris also confirmed that the reason for taking
the statements was to support management's decision as to the ultimate
discipline to be given to Mr, Dickey, and he stated that the union took an
active part in the investigation, including witnessing the taking of the
statements from each of the employees who gave one, and he identified
one of the union representatives who was present as Vernon Baker (Tr. 623).

Mr. Morris explained that after an employee is suspended with intent
to discharge, management has five days to decide whether to go ahead
with the discharge, or to impose a lesser penalty such as a suspension.
He confirmed that the fact that Ms. Yoder suffered injuries "was all
important" to any decision, and he "believed" that the suspension with
intent to discharge Mr. Dickey would have been made even if Ms. Yoder
had not been physically injured (Tr. 629).  He further elaborated as
follows (Tr. 629-630):

Q.  Did it make any difference to your decision on
September 18th, to issue the suspension with intent
to discharge as to whether or not her Injuries
resulted from Mr. Dickey striking her or a slip and
fall or anything of that nature?

A.  I would say they had some bearing In the case,
but It wasn't the overall important thing in the
investigation.

Q.  Once you got Mr. Berdar's statement that he was
an eye witness to the blow, what effect did that
have on the ultimate decision to change the suspension
to a discharge?

A.  It was taken into consideration with the balance
of the other statements that we had received during
the Investigative period on the 19th,

Mr. Norris testified that the decision to discharge Mr. Dickey was
made after the investigation and 24/48 hour meeting which took place
on Monday, September 21, 1981, and that this was the first time that
he heard Mr. Dickey's side of the incident which had occurred the previous
Thursday.  Mr. Norris confirmed that at the 24/48 meeting, Mr. Dickey
did not allege that management was using the incident as a pretense
to "get him" for having filed past safety complaints, that Mr. Dickey
never mentioned those complaints, nor did he ever mention anything about
discriminatory discipline (Tr, 641).
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intent to discharge him, rather than to immediately discharge him (Tr. 606).
